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THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: In order to advance the prosecution, the Examiner consulted with 
SPE Gary Kunz and called Bridget Murray to discuss the issues. Ms. Murray informed the Examiner that Kevin 
Johnson is the new Attorney of Record for this case. The Examiner then called Mr. Johnson. The Examiner requested 
to discuss the criticality of the invention, and the BASIC differences between the instant invention and the prior art. Mr. 
Johnson refused to answer any of the Examiner's questions.. 



